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Sir: 

The telephonic interview of May 7, 2003 is hereby made of record additionally to the 
record thereof in the Amendment under 37 CFR 1.111 filed of even date, the interview being 
held between the Examiner and the Applicant's representative. The Applicant's representative 
hereby disputes the indications given by the Examiner in the Interview Summary dated May 12, 
2003, and received on May 16, 2003 to the extent that the Examiner did not indicate during the 
interview that a convincing showing had been made by the Applicant's representative to any 
degree relative to the validity of the "reference" as prior art under 35 USC 102 and that the 
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reference was not enabling for all the claims. The Examiner may well have reconsidered his 
position on these two matters after the interview on realization of the deficiencies of the 
reference and of the law the Examiner apparently believed to be applicable on these particular 
points. 

The Applicant's representative concurs with the Examinees indications in the Interview 
Summary dated May 12, 2003 that the Examiner appeared to believe that the reference shows 
"the" process as old and well known even though the Applicant's representative strongly 
disagreed and presented overwhelming arguments to the contrary including a showing that the 
reference only cited "a" process rather than the claimed process and that this "a" process was 
completely lacking in utility vis a vis the claimed invention. As pointed out in the aforesaid 
Amendment, the Examiner's argument even if valid would not apply to apparatus claims but only 
to process claims. These matters are fully discussed in the Amendment. 

The Applicant's representative concurs that the Examiner contended during the interview 
that the arguments presented by the Applicant's representative regarding the validity of the 103 
4 reference were not accepted. This matter is fully addressed in the Amendment. 
> The Applicant's representative concurs that the Examiner contended during the interview 

that the ancient case history, In re Venner, is applicable precedent in 2003, a contention 
addressed in the Amendment. 

The Applicant's representative again states that the Examiner needs to reexamine his 
positions and allow the claims asserted in the Amendment. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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